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Tie study i-nirestlgated ¥hei?i0rr-^xi9aa Meric^ *ale'. 
^nd fenale. migrants differ^^d froa Hexlcan JLaei^£can asi^ an4 f eaale , 
non-aigrants in reference to: lereV atti'ty^*^ -of .occi^ 
educational aspirations an$ ejxpec.tations; pi^s^e^ed age o:£. ^tarxiage/ 
and procreation; and taloation of life ^al^v tf^ng d%ta ^ati^f^ in * 
^ 1973 survey of^ H^xican Aaefican high sch^?^, spphoaorips r§&id£ng- ip, 
the South Texas toyns cjf Xshje'rton, %io\Sjraiv^' city/S^aa, Sair i;si4;:,o, 
and ^apata# this study's ^^ple co^lsteS 57 'aale*^:&d $3 *f^maXe 
aigrant students and 9,9 aaie an^ ?3^ye£e'aarle;nQn*aigra1^ The ; ^ 
respondents' educational and oqc^patlonai status .^ro5e?r£$oh- 
specifications vere initially coied in'fco j^liljatite' it^tainaent tfpe^i 
of status and then xn%p ajoie.,iricliisiTp socioeTOlfOJ^^,^p. stattfs ,tf^ 
'•lerei*' ca^tegories* To/in5icate .tieir 'Taflu4ti:<?tji ot life goals, * ^ . 
respondents yere. asked to-rank' seren noraaliy ft^'4^f d^ ijtf ^ ^ilds. in- 
teras of their rel4ti1f$ iapoi^nce to/hi>/h n*^ 
significant statistical Vaxtaiipn ¥as fouid b^t^^^, ^^xttpp arija:'. - v/ . ^ ! 
non^aigrants' (for both^ sexes) -rel^^t^Te ttt occjipat^ohal\asp4x^ 
the iob expectations aitrng, fe'aale miqz^nis' yfi^^.^^^zl» 
those for non^-aigrants; 4,n4 regaxSless *igra.i)t ^t^i^ii^ ^^^.*th4]^' 
Majority of youths' d^^irea to coaplet^, coJl^S^ge 'i^i^,*^o^ ai^iain^fiig^^^^ 
status letel^'.jobs, ,(SQ) - > '^v 
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The purpose of thfs paper Is to eJtptore In d Uoited way the widely held 
'b§!tef that youths fro© migrant farm, worker fajnflies are different frofp those of 
^ ftoh*€)igrant Kex*can*feierican fanil lies, using data gathered frocn a 1973 study of 
!v Jtexii^an-Anerican high school students residing in South Texas. 

This effort represents the first of a series of analyses we are projecting 
relative to this ,probleni and is intended to be a straight*forward, enipiricat, 
descriptive piece. Nevertheless, given the demonstrated lack of factual know* 
ledge dn this subject^ we feel that the findings will make a contribution to 
knowledge about ifttr^group variability and will be of use ^to those concerned with 
ftexican-American mig^ran't populations- 

ItMs cornionly believed asong social scientists and others that tlexican' 
American farm fnigrant fanrtlies are among the niost socially and econ,oal cal ly dis- 
advantaged in our society. However,, in reading the literature purportedly des- 
cribing this population, one often £ets the irapfession that they closely approxi^ 
V iTiate the i<feal*type '^culture of poverty" loodel* To wit, due to the circumstances 

of migrant farm worJ^ and associated low economic returns, a subculture consisting 
* of a , genera) .^tyle of life maintains that is not conducive to^^roviding children 
W4th the orientations, education, or skills required for vertical social mobility, 
Coasequentlyt the migrant configuration (culture and group) tendsr to be perpetuated^ 
In almost an inherited way from one generation to another - "the cycle of^, poverty^' 
'notion, Thrs' pathological socio-cu^tural complex is 6ften assumed to produce 
a "state 6f apathy" of hopelessness among farm migrant, families, which tbpe^es 

i ' 

the development of mobility relevant motivation or ambition^ and thus, t^nds to 
fix them in their dlsadvaMaged situation,^ Either the children will cor^tinue 
a$ migrant 'farm wo;-kers or,- ff they or the famiJy "settles out,'.* .they wit( 

• ■ ' ' ■' ; 



represent a 'castA-]|ke lower cla^s lo their new conniunity setting, 

\ ^ 
We believe tnat the picture briefly sketched above is widely held anK>ng the 



nieinbers_cf our sociBty and generally corresponds to the speculative a^d ini- 

* -If 

pressionistic statentnts found in the social science literature. Is it a 

A . . 

stereotype we have heh>ed oaintain and. di f fuse?' If it is valid, one would clear- 
ly expect Kexican-Anertcan youth frora farra pigrant Backgrounds to differ in sooe 
key respects froQ their ethntc counterparts* Hore specifically, it >vould seent 
logical to infer that pigrant youth would have different perceptions and pro- 
jections for future adult roles than others - lower level aspirations and expec* 

5 

tattons, for instance* A recent report of research based on the data we are 
employing here indicates that migrant youth do differ from nonmtgrant youth tn 
reference to their orientations tci^ard ethnic labels (HlUer, 1976), As far 
as we can 3'etermine after a rather lengthy review of literature, no other research 
eS^de^^ce of a cornparative nature has been reported to provide a basis for an 
evaTbatton of t/its proposition. It ts our intent. to provide information that 
will make a start reward the a^ccumulation* of such evidence*. 

Concep tual Framework : S ta t uO* roj^c t i ons 
The analysis to be reported is guided by'a concepti*a.I scheme taking off 
fromHerton's previously noted idea of an "aspiration frame "Sf reference" as 
modified and specified further by others as descrt^bed below. 

Some time ^go Merton proposed that young people maintain a "franw of aspira- 
tional reference" composed of personal goals for status attainment as adults 
(HertonT" 1957, pp* 132-133)* This framework provides them with a cognitive 
m3p that serveS'to guide anticr^tory socialization into adult roles, f^alph 
Turner (1964) has presented firm documentation f,or this assertion. 

Herton conceived of only one franjs of status projections, that tn^?oIving. 



aspirations (desires). Howtver, Stephenson (l957), anong others/ has deaoostra- 

ted the utility of thinking In ternis of two types of projections: in addition 

* - — 

to aspirations* you^i* ^^rsa^^tain a 5et-of-ext>ectatipns (anticipations) which often 

^^^^ I 

differs frofn their desires. A conceptual schene presented by Kuvlesky and 
Bealer (I966), begins with this analytical distinction between aspiration and 
expectation, and provides additional distlfictiona* The divergence, if any^ * 
between the desired and anticipated status objects within a particular area of 
potential status attainrtent (i-e., occupation) is labeled ''anticipatory goal 
deflection" (Kuvlesky and Ohiendorf, I968)- Many youth' Indicate lower level * 
expectations as compared with their level of aspiration, particularly in refer^ 
eace to occupational projections (Kuvlesky and Edington, 1976), 

With few exceptions, the extensive body of research evidence accufnulaied 
over the last ten years on status projectioi^s of economidatly disadvantaged 
youth. support Merton's general thesis: most disadvantaged youth, Including 
those from rural areas and ethnic minor i ty^groups , do maintain high aspirations 
and expectations for status attainment relative to their famMiesr of origin and 
their realistic chan6es for social mobll i ty ' (Kuvlesky and Honk, 1375; Kuvlesky 
and Juarez, t375; Kuvlesky, Wright, and Juarez, I97l; Kuvlesky and Thomas, 1371; 
Edington, Pettibone, and Heldt, 1975; Crawford, 1975)- 

Research Objectives 
Within the context of our data, the objective In this analysis is to deter- 
mine whether or not Me^ican^American adolescents from farm migrant backgrounds 
differ from their ethnic 'counterparts, by, sex in reference to projected status 
frajMS of reference. More specifically, we will atjtempt to determine whether 
or not dj f ferdhces exist among ^the Hexican'^Amer jcan males and females studied ^ 
inrefeKen^ to migrant vs* nonmigrant farm work*experIence relative to the 



i) Level and type of occupational aspirations and expectations 

(2) Level and type of educational aspirations and expectations 

(3) Projected age of rarrlage and procreation 
W Valuation of life goals 

Instrurents and Measures 

Here ^e present only a brief overview of the indicators and measurements 
utilized for the variables involved in our analysis. The stimulus questions 
used to produce responses ^nd the measurement categories utilized for each 
variable are presented iii APPENDIX A and are'dlscussed at relevant points in 
the presentation of findings to folTow. . - 

The primary independent variable relates to previous participation in the 
irrigrant farm-labor force'- Respondents were asked the following question: 
'^Have you ever traveled away from home to do farm (ranch) work in another area 
or state?" Affirmative and negative responses were appropriately classified as 
'indicative of either ^'migrant" or '*non'migrant" status. 

The operational deflffitions for aspiration and expectation invptve long- 
term status projections (i.e.^ "... job do you really expect to have most of 
your life")- For aspiration^ the stimulus questions emphasized "most desired'"*^ 
status, attainment^ while for expectation the respondent was guided toward a 



realisLic appraisal of status attainment by such word elements as "really expect 
in reference to both .educat iona 1 and occupational status projection spepifica' 



tions given by the respondents^ the responses were ipiti^lly coded into quail-* 
tattve attainment types of status and then these were transformed into moge in- 
clu^ivi* S£S type "Ifvel" categories (see APPENDIX A). Family status projections 
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were indicated by r>pecif;t desires and expectaiioni relaiJve U' ago .if marriage 
r^a'nber of children. 
An iftdic^er-far valuation of life goals was avallal^le froflj an Instruwnt 
that asked the respondent to rank seven normally desired life ends, iijcluding 
the status areas^examlned here, {n terms of their relative impoVtance to hijn 
or her. 



The Study Population and Data Collection 



, Data were^ colledted frora a survey in the spring of 1973 among Kexlcan- 
)^rican high school sophomores residing in three counties located ^I^ the bor' 
der region of southern Jexas.^ 



The towns (Asherton, Rio Grande City, Roma, San Isldro, and Zapata)* in 
which students were surveyed exhibit several common characteristics; \1) 
numerically small populations in . nonmetropol i tan areas; (2) high proportions 
of poverty families (over 50 percent of the total); (3) extremely high propor- 
tions of Hex4<^n-Amer ican residents (more. than 95 percent of the total In each 
community) and ik) traditional Hexican-AmerJcan political dominance. Secatise 
of the latter two factors^, it must be stressed that the five communi4:ies are . 
somewhat atypical in cofnparison to other South Texas towns, htost cities through- 
out the region contain proportionately fewer Hexican-Amerixran residents-and 
have tended to be politicaUy and economically dominated by Anglos^ Thus^ inter* 
ethnic prejudice and discrimination probably has been of considerabjy less magnl' 
tude in the study coimnunities than in most other cities.. 

Questionnaires were group administered by research assistants to all sopho- 
mores present on the day of the survey in ea'ch school* Respondents were assured 
that their answers would be kept confidential. Each item was read atoud and 



the students were given sufficient ti«i>e for written response befjore going on to 
the next question- Appro^jlfiiately 80 percent of the sophocDOre enrol Iflient 
participated in the survay. Ho attenipt wds fnade to intervi^ those not present 
on the day of the inter>J'lew. Host of the students interviewed identified thenr 
setv^ as Mexican Americans and only these responden^ts wtt'I be involved in this 
analysis (Table 0) * . 

* 

Table I. High School -Sophomores Interviewed, in South Texas Study 



Area in 197? by Ethnicity and Sex. 



Ethnicity ' - Male 


-'iFemale 


Total 


Mexican American ' 178 

Anglo 15 . ' 

Other 5 ^ ^ 


20! 

15- 

' 2 


,379 . • 
30 
7 


-Total V , ' 198 - . . 






No Response 




- i '" ■ — 
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Description of Sample: Migrants 


m 

^nd Non-Hig'rants 





Thrs section Is intended to provide a brief comparative 'description of 



migrants and non-migrants relative to several demographic and sfructural varia- 
bleS\ . ' * ' ' ' 

* r ' . ' 

Sex. Of She 358, Mexican-American students responding to the migra gt ques- 
tion, approximately one-third Indicated previous participation in the migrant 

^ ^ 4. 

faKm-labor force. However, migrant status was not evenly distributed by sex . 
as significantly more males than females reported migrant experTence (APPfc;HbiX 
B, Table la), Fjurther description was -control ted by sex. ^ - 



Age ^ Hrgrants tended to be slightly higher in (Sean ages than nonrirttgrants 
(APPEKOiX S, TabJe lb)v Oiscrepancikg are sosiewhat nore graphfca^ly revealed 
if Ve fray asstrine that tH6 "norpat*Vage for high School sophcwiores is slxre^en. 
Thus, 26 percent 0/ migrant males and 2i percent of'^mlgr^nt fensales wer^ seven- 
teen y^ars of age or £tyer as compared wfth 9 percent of both noh-migrant" males ' 
and feroajfis. - ' . . 

School programs iligrants and non-migrants faHed to significantly differ 
in a' Stat istical sense in ternts "of' reported school program (APPEHOIX 8, Table' 
Ic). Surprisingly, however, a greater proportion of migrant males and females 
than npn-migrants were enrolled in academiJr or col lege ^prep programs: ' 

Socioecohorotc status . Family SES was determined on the basis of the'present 

J - . ■ - 8 

occupation of the family's major money-earher . As expected, those respondents . 

* ■ 

reporting' migrant parCicipation were predominantly from low SES families. 
(ApPENOIK 8, Table Id): 

Parents.*' origins . Parents* origins were tapped through an open-ended 
question asking the birthplaces of mothers and fathers. All pai^ents were found 
to'have bSen^Born either In Mexico or the United States. If one or ^oth parents 
were Indicated as having been born In Mexico, the respon^^e was coded as Mexican 
origin. Analysis revealed that proportionately more students reporting parents 
of .Mexican as opposed to United States origin had been Involved tn the migrant 
work force (APPENDIX B, Table le). This finding was partfcularly s^triking 
among Mexlcan-Amerlcan males. ^ % . 

General farro-*labor force participation . Respondents were asked .*'HSve you 
ever done or do you now do any farm (ranch) work for pay?'' Of those^ndlcating 
thai they had worked for pay, tbe majority of both males and females were of 
migrant status (APPENDIX 8, Table If). General farm, work was strongly associated 



9 



wftiS tnigrant participation among females particularly. On the other hand^. among 
those reporting ho paid farm work, ig percent of the (iiales and*13 percent of 
the feisales hacf been involved in the migrant force- inis apparent paradox 
might be due (aside firom measurement error) to the respondents accompanying 
their migrant families', but not working themselves; or performing farm work, 
but not receiving direct remuneration for it. 

Analysis and Findings ' ' 

Occupational Orientations 
Aspirations ,, Signtficant statistical variation was (tot found between 
migrants and non-migrants (for both sexes) relative to occupational aspira- 
tions (Table 2). ^Majorities within all four groupings clearly aspired to high 
leVeJ occupations. Nonetheless the proportion of respondents aspiring to such 
occupations was noticeably greater among non-migrants (ma>1es and females) than 
migrants, , ^ !^ 



Table 2, Migrant status by. occupational aspirations. 



I * -2 
Hales - ^-,=:&saLe5_ 



Leve.1 of Aspiration Migrants Hon-Higrants Migrants Non-HI grants 

-r % ; % 

High 59 73 60 71 

tntermediate 34 19 ■ * 32 . ' 2€> ■ 

low 7- ' 8 '9 V 

■ : ■ 

1 

Total loot 100^ lOIt ' 101% - 

H '56 89 47 ^ 13? ' 

No Information^ II 10 

1/ ' 2/ ^ 

X = 4,08 = 2.84 

'df = 2 ' df 2 



p =^ *128 ^ P ^ '^^^ 



Expectations . In terms of job expectations, statistical signi-f icance was 
estab) (Shed for migrant status among female^ tut not among males (Table 3) • 
The expectations among female migrants were markedly lower than those for non- ^ 
migrants. Kndeed> propoptionatejy twice as many female migrants as r\pn-migrants 
expected to attain relatively low status occupations and the- reverse c^Mwas ' 
approximated In regard' to high level jobs. As in t^e findings for aspi ratloits , 
both male and female migrants projected lower expectations than their*ethntc 
counterparts regarding the attainment of high status occupations, - It should 
also be pointed out that fuHy one-third of the male migrants failed to respond 
to the question, which mi^ht be interpreted^^ being indicative of a laclc of 
clarity or certainty' about future jobs.' 



V 
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Table 3. Migrant status by occupational expectation^, 



Mates 



- tjevcl -of-Ex^ctatlon ftigrants Hon-Mf grants 



Females- 



High 



Intermediate 



Low 



58 
27 
16 



68 
25 

• 6 - 



Higrants Hon-HIgrants . 
-r 



30 
39 
30 



'58 
27 
45 



Total 
N 

No Information 



? 



10U 

22 ' 



99t 
79 
26 



3SZ 



122 



1/ 



x2 V3.oi; 

df = 2 



p = .217 



2/ 



X 

P 



■n.oi 

2 ' 
.ooif 



Anticipatory goal deflection . Although statistical srgniftcance was onl/*^ 
revealed again among females, general trends in terms of goal deflection were 
^milar to those noted above (Table k) , Non^migrants were found to experTSTlfce 
the "least goal deflection. Positive deflection (i.e-^, expecting to attaTTT^a 
higher status job fh^n that aspired to) was .low across all grouprng^, However, 
negative deflection by sex was considerably greater among migrants; and regard- 
less of migrant statijs", it was higher among females t^an (naf'tes, Negative d^fJec 
tion Was particularly pronounced among migrant females.' 



tabl^ 4. Higraht sta^tjS by occtjpatlonal antic^ipatory goat deflection. 



Females 



Goal Deflection 

None- 
Pos i t i v$ 
Negatived • J 



Migrants 



Hon -Hi grants. 



Migrants 



Hon*Hi^rants 
■% 



75 
7 
18 



8't 
11 



52 
7 



73 
23 



Totals . 

Ho .Irtformatipn . 



100% 
23 



100% 
76 
23. 



100% 
9 



1001 
119 
20 



t 

* t 


1/ 


* 


2 / 


■ » 

* ' - ' ' 


= 1 .63 




■ X^ =-6.38' - 








. * ' , df = 2 




<Jf> 2 




♦ ,P = .'.553 







/ " ^ , ^? Educational Orientations ' 

' .' Aspirations* fUiaiyses of migrant status by'educational aspfratton did not, 
establish statist jcal'ly significant variation (Table/S). , Approxin^tely*"*;^ 
similar majorlttes a<;irosS ^11 four groupings aspired to at-least college gradu^V 
tton^ although non-migrants tended towdrd college post-graduate work. to a slgfht 

f : • . ■ . * ■ ii 

ly greater extent t^ian, did migrants- Also, nqn-migran^s tended to b^^soinewhat^ 

' * ^ * ' -" ■ ' * ' ^ 

more oriented toward post high school technical or xdc^tional training and sotjie 

*' . . ; > 
' ' ' \ ' * 

college work- Conversely^ 25 percent^pf the migrants^, (bpjth texes) cH<i J}Ot 

aspire lo pos<''high school education*. * " . ' - _ ^ ' 



Table 5*^ 'Migrant status by educational aspiration^. 



1 ' 2 

Kales Females 



Level of Aspiration Migrants Hon*Migrants Migrants Hon *Ki grants 
College - Post Grad.^ . - ^ 



Work 

Cot leg^' Graduatix>n 


21 ■ * 
(50 

30 


. 25 ■ 
26 


15 -■ 
(50 

36 


. .29 :_ 

(?3) 

■ 2i( 


Sonie Col lege or 
Tech, Schoot 


Zk (21*) 


31 (30 


25 (25) 


33 (33) 


High School Grad- 
Quit High School 


22 

(25) 

3 


16 

(17) 

I 


231 

(25) 

2 


0 


Total ; c , / 


too^ 


100? 


-100? 


100? 


N - 

- « 


67* , 


. 99 


53 


139 


Ho Informdtion 


0 


0 


0 


0 


V 7" 






2/" 








ZM 


■ , y2 






df - 


2 


df = 


2 




i 

P = 


..299 ■ ■ 

^ ^ 


P - 


.118 



"Chi^ Sjiuare tistswer^ computed only Vor the collapsed thre^-^level cate- 
^^Q^'es-'for whicj> tbe percentages are, in parentheses, ' ^ " - 



■ ' ' £^f^tati<ins> -High level expectations v»[ere fooststeut. across al 1 four 
.^gixiupVgs with the exception of migrant females (Tabtp 6). Indeed, migrant 



ferrates were cpnspjcuous as a significant proportion (38 percent) did not expect 
tp go beyond high school. Additionalty, proportionately tnore migrant males tn 
comparison tp other male^^ did not expect post high school edudatfpn. 















■ ■ - 




Table 6. Migrant sta^tus by educatioflal expectation.- 




* 


KaJes^ 


* 2 
Fecsajes 


level of Aspiration 


Krgrants 


Kon-HIgrants . 


Hi-grants ^ IJ6n-Hi grants 


College " Post Grad- 
Work 

College Graduation 


9 

m 

39 


20 

m 

' ?9 


o 17 

(32) . (W) 
26. * 31 


SofnS^Co liege or 
Tech- School 


23 (23) 


32 (32) . 


30 (30) 30 . (30) 


High School Grad. 
Quit High School 


(29) 

5 


0 


Jo O 

.'^ (38) (23) 
0 0 


* 

/ 

Total 




t 




W 


is 




>J J JO 


No InforaatJon 


r' 




0 ' ] ' 


i 






y 

A * V -00 




df - 




df » 2 




' P = 


-130 


P - -031 



"^Chi Square tests were computed only for th^ coll^pse^ three-level categories 



' Anticipatory 'goa^l deflection. Statrst-icalty signi^lpant differences rela-- 

tive vto jQoaJ Reflection were not revealed (Table'7). The major?:fy of respon- 

d§nts across, all groupings experienced no goal deflection* Perhaps thejnost" 

noteworthy dtfferenoe was found in terms of negative deflefctlon by *s€x: females 

* ■ ^ - 

(regardless, of migf;ant status) reported ,s lightly Jnore negative ^eflecttoa than 

\ * ■ . V . . . . 

* ' ■ if 

.did inales. " 

"10 



Table 7. 



Higrant status by educational anticipatory goal defl^ctiort. 



ERIC 





Males' 


Females^ 


Soal Deflect ion 




■ 'Hi ardnts KAn*M1 d rant s 


Hone 


73 ' '73 


.. :^jL. 


> Positive 


6 10 


k 8 


. Kegstivfi 


ZT lb 


27 29 


total 


100% 99% 


■100% 100% 




66 "98 


52 138 


No Inforaat !on 


• 1 ■• 1 


1 ' 1 






2/ ■ 




« 1 .3^ 






df 2 ■ 


■ df « 2 




p » .52^t 


P - .5.*i8 


• 


\- 

r 








* # 








f ^ ' 








r 

t 


- t 

t 


4 

% 




f 



Harr^age dhd Procreation Qri'entatioos 
Age at marriage ^ Ko (narked differences between migrants and non-migrants 
wece found regarding the ages at which they destred to get married (Table 8) 
or the expected ages at marriage {TabJa 9)- The most prominent difference was 
sex-related; raost mates desired and expected marriage after 22> white-cost fe- 
males^ wanted to and believed they iSoutd marry before that age. 

Table 8, Migrant status by desired age at marriage. 

t 

Hales' FenaJes^ 



Age Level * Migrants -Hon-Higrants ' Migrants Kon-Mtgrants 

% -% — 

19 years and below ,6 8 17 16 



20-22 years 


^13 


31 


. 53 




55 


'23 Years and aboye 


■ 51 


61 


30 




29 


Total 


' 100% 


100$ 


100% 




100% 


N 


63 


99 


53 




139. 


^(o Information 




0 


0 




' 0^ 


• 


1/ 


2.21* - 


2/ 




.06 




<Jf = 


2 




df =■ 


2 


^ 


P = 


.326 




P " 


• 970 



Table 3. Hfgrant status .by expected age at rrarriage. 





Males' 




Fecal es 


2 


Age Level 


Higr^ts Non-Hlgrants 


Higrants 


Kon 


-H (.grants 


13 years and below' 


— 

Q 
0 


9 


17 






20-22 years 




32 


*56 




56 


23 y^rs and above 


SO 


60 


27 




25 


Total 

! 


38%. 


\0\% 


100? 




100% 


H : 


62 


31 


52 

• 




137 


No lt)fonnat ion 


5 


' 1 


i 


1 


2 



1/ 2/ . 

. = \.kk » .12 

df = 2 df = 2 

p = .508 /^"^ P - .9^1 



nunber of children . &ly ajDong males were statistically significant differ- 
eoces observed for desired aumber of children (Ta^Je-lO), and anticipated num- 
ber of children "(Table 11)*-' Aporoximately twice as many male migrants as 
opposed to non-migrant^ and females in general desired and expected to hav6 a 



large number (5 or npre) of children- 
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Table JO. Migrant status by number of children desired. 



N^rriber of 
Children [>esired 




Hales'- 


Feinales3^ 




Migrants Non*Ml grants 


. Migrants 


Hon-Hlgrants 


Small (0-2) 






.V 

in 








Average (3"^) 






5i 


UZ 




*t5 


Large (5 or nore) 


IfO 






t7 




16 


Total 


1.0 U 




loot * 


102% 




100% 


H 






99 


53 




137 


No Inforination 


h 




0 






2 


• 


y 






/ 2/ - 












= 9.13 




= .3*»- 








df = 


= f 


df 


= 2 ■ 








P = 


= .010 


P 








Table IK Migrant status by Mnber of chrldren expected* 



1 2 
Males Feneles 



NtLTiber of 

Children Expected Migra nts Hon-Migr^nts Migrants Hon-Mlgrants 

5man (0-2) ,23 38 31 35 

Average (3-A) -3^ 38 52 ^2 

Urge (5 or nore) ^3 ■ 2k I? 23 

Total * 100 100 100 100 

H ' $1 98 kB 155 

Ho Information $ 1 5 4 



y - . 2/ 

=_ 6.61 =f 1.56 

df = 2 ,df 2 

*P = .035 P = .537 




Life Goal Valuations 

■ ■ • ( ' 

'Migrants and non-migrants were not found to differ overall In their orien- 
^ ^ tlon s towai^d a' variety of tife goats (Table 12)* Hajortttes wtthtn both 
groups designated .educat ton and job as the nx>st Important go^ts to attain. 
Money* materia} objects, place o,f residence*, starting a family, and free time^ 
saU received considerably less valuation, Vfhile goal differences between 
^migrants^^nd non-migrants tended to be minimal * variations by sex appeared to 
be sttghtty more pronounced (see'valuations relative to education and. moneys 
for exarfipler- 



Table U. Migrant stotus by life goal valuation. 





• 

Free' Time 
HI fl rants Hon ""HI o rants 

III ^1 V" %M 11^ ^ V ^ ^#1 V 1*1 2f V 11^^ 

^ 


4 

£<fUcatton 
HI grants Non^Hl gran ts 


^ — 1 

Money. - 
Ht grants Noif-Ht grants 


Hlgrartts * Non"Htgra^its 




Hales 
High Value 

Females 


15* 15* • 
> * 


63* , 59* ■ ' 
8U- 89* 


22% 33* 
11* 7*. 


1 

54Jfe - 64*. 

• ^ 

* *> 

68* 76* 


Hates 
Low Value 
Females 


. 63* 

• 

62* 71* 


.15* 8*" 
.49; .0* 


<" " 19* • i 7% 
6*. 1 9* 


5* _ -2* 

\ 

♦ 

2* 3* 



1 

Table 12. (Continued). 



1 * 


Place 

Hlgrants Non-Hlgrants 


Moterlal 

■ ^. 

Migrants Non-Mi gronts 


* — n 

Family ^ 
Hljgrants Non-Ht grants 


Holes 
High Volutt 


8* ' . 9* 
6* 6* " 


18* 8* 
11* '4* 


16* 12* 

t 

8*- 10*..' 


* Fema 1 es 
—ft 


* Hales* 
Low Value 
Females 


24* 29* 
* n* 22* 


30* * 38* 
^ 38* 35* 


.45* 50* 
66* . 53*" 



$tatus antf Faiuilial Orientations Cdntrolled by SES 

Given that ooblllty and faflill^al orientations usually tend to vary by 
■ socioeconomic stattjs^ 4t was decided to p^ace limited controls for SES on ral-- 
grant Status. Respondents' SES was calculated oft the basts of the occupation 
of the faciHy's major poney-earner. Due to an extren>ely skewed occupational 
distribution, responses were categorized as either High (professional, mana- 
^ geriaU official, glanour, clerical, sales, skilled worker) or tow (operative, 
laborer, do<nen&tic); Students failing to respond to this question were given 
SES ranking on the basis of the reported educational level of father (High - 
some high school or above; Low - eighth gratJe or less). Few migrants were 
found within the high SES category* Therefore^^, con^letet ^ntrols for SES were 
precluded, and only those respondents of low SES were retained for this phase. 

Generally, the^trends noted above relative to occupational, educatToaal, 
and familial orientations were duplicated within the low SES sub*sample. The 
occupational expectations *of female migrants remained considerably lower than 
that of npn^migrants (ARgEKDIX C, Table \b\, but also differences tn job aspira- 
tions, became statistically significant (APPENDIX C, TASLE'la). And, negative^ 
anticipatory deflectlpn among migrant females continued to be tnarkedly higher 
than that for non*migrant^ (APPENDIX C, Table Ic). In 'terms of educational 
aspirations, migrants (both sexes) ^ to a slightly gr^at^r extent> stilly tended - 
to^ desire less post high school education (no^ statistically significant, APPEH' 
DIX C, Table 2a), Migrartt females continued to express Inordinately low expec- 
tations- for attainment beyond^high School (APPENDIX C.'-T^ble 2b) . = And although 
the effect of migrant status among males diminished somewhat regarding desired 
nilmber of chl tdreii. (APPEKdIX C, Table 3c), male migrants still clearly preferred 
largSr families and expected larger families (APPENDIX C, Table 3d) than did othe 

23 ^ 



Sunvnary and Cpncrusions 



Relevant flnd^gs suggest that mlgrj|nts" and non-migrants do not significant- 
ly differlin terms cff their level of aspl ration toward occupation and education / Whether 

migrant or\nof>"migrartt, male or female, the majority of*youths desired to complete 

1 \ * ■ 

college ano\ to attain'high status-level jobs, Also, regardless of migrant status 

and sex, luo^t respondents 'experienced no anticipatory goal "deflection, ue., 

they expectec^ to attam commensurate*1evel jobs and educations to which they 

asp I red ^ 

This is ndt to say,thowever, that^aTJ groupings expressed consistently op' 

timlstit percepiions of weir futures. In this sense, migrarit females appeared ' , 

\ 1 ^* * ■ ^ 

to J>e clearly set apart froo), other .females arfd males In general. Female migrants- 
reported job an^jchoollaa aspirations generally simitar to- those of the others* 
Nevertheless, in significant proportion, the/ believed tha't they would actually 
attain low-level occupation^ arid receive no further formal education after high 
school* These finjdings corttlnued to hold when only responses from low SES fe- 
males- were retained! 

Relative to projections of age at marriage, migrant status did not appear as ' 

• \ ■ . ■ 

a significant differentiating factor* Rather, marita1-age-asp!rations and expec- 
tatlons generally differed by sex; females expressing earlier ages, and males later 
ages for marriage* " * . 



Hrgrant status, however, did appear to be related to varying orient^tfdns 



among males toward procreation. A significantly greater proportion of mjj^rant 
males than non*migrant,s desired and expected to father five or^more children* 
Such differences were also maintained within the low SES control sampr,ie^ 
\ Finaltyj migrants .and non-migrants did not noticeably differ from each 



fqran 
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other in their rank valuations of life goals* 8o'th groupings clearly valued 
education and occupation more than other goaU such as money, nBterial objects, - 
and initiating a f^mil^+ ■ ^ ' * \^ . 

We should stress that an important group has bejen omitted from the survey + 
and subsequent analysis - the school dropouts^ Previous research (Wages, l97t; 
Kuvlesky and Juarez, 1975) has noted that dropouts generally have lower " * ^ 
status projections than thos^- tn. schooK And, given the typically dUorg^izIng 
effects of migrant travel on schooling, it is probably lafe to*assume that the 
proportion of migrants and ex-migrant^ within the drop-out" ranks is greater than 
that in the schools* This is not to say, however, that migrant^tatus necessarily 
produces lowered aspirations and expectations * this Is an jampirtca-I question. 
Migrant and non-lnigrant school dropouts may hot differ at atl in level of projection 
as lowered projections woul<J seem to be representative of "realistic" appraisals 
of future attainment aod downward adjustments of aspi ratioi^?|p light of life situa- 
t ions -among dropouts in general. 

Although 9Ur data point to certain trends regarding orientatiortal differences^ 

r between migrants and non^migrants , we speculate tfiat the dt ffer^nc^s probably 
would have been of greater magnitude given a stronger and more extensive indicar 
tor for migrant status* Clearly, the distinctions provided* by the preseftt Indicator 
are gross: ' a stinxmjs question 'which evokes'a simple "yes" or "no".answe/ can 
proyi^e u^ with few insights into-the problem. Indicators developed for future 
research should be constructed so as to tap a number of qualitative and quanti*^ 
tatiye dimensions of Hfe experience within the migrant stream* Several 'aspects 
mighT be crucial for description and ^Inference* First, lenqth of involvement 
^^^i^T% as a potentfally crucial factor. We might logically hyppthestze that the 
greater the length of experience, the greater the deviation from "mainstream" 

^Drtentatlons . Another dimension requiring Investigation *ts that of the currency 
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or period of irtvolv^nt. Would the effects of present employmtnt differ from 

I 

those of pre'&ioMS participation^ and if so, at what ages? And thirdly, arr 
intergenerational biography which woullij tap the mrarant particfpation of" " " 
parents a<id grandparents seems particularly relevant^, tf^deed, such informatton 
would Eje necessary to assess the effects of transmiRed migrant status on career 
goals and expectancies. Inclusion of pther variables, such as ptace.(s} of mi* 
gration snd parttcipatton in migrant-directed' governmental programs, additionally 
might have analytical utility. 



* ' ^ FOOTNOTES 

K See for instance a- retatjyejy recent des^sripttc^ obtained frora ^" 
a synthesis of relevant research by Schnur" (l970*:l-5). * A very ' 
: .excellent and comprehensive treatment of the relative deprlva- 
* rion of Mexican Americans as an* ethnic grouping Is {^rovld^d In 
* :a recent book by Ellwyn StoSdard (1973). ^fdr.a detaU^d tJfscus* 
sion of educational problems of. Hex I can AmerlcanSy see Carter 
(1970, Chapter 1). 

r * 

2. jFor a critical examination of the notion a "culture of poverty,** 
Msee Kutner (1975). For a reactiort to the;, appUcatlon- of VhJs,, 
jldea to Mexican-American youth, set Kuvlesky and Juarez (1375) 
jand to Mexican Americans In general, see Burma (1970 ; 17-28) 

3^ jFor a' rather detailed critical examination of how these notions' 
operate within the institution of education, see Srischetto- * 
land Arcintega (1975)- Also, see Kuvlesky and Juarei (l$75: 
J2i!3-2'!7) for reference to other similar trcatments'of the subject. 

ii. vjSee^chnur (1970:1-51, Rubel (I966), Madsen (196^: Chapter k)'an6 ^ 
. jSurma. Cl97Q:I7-20) , among'others. ' 

5.';Tfirs is an inference^often drawn when -a lower SES population Is * 

compared to^a higher one. For a good example of th^ reasontng 

used here, .see Hyman (I966). Yet, recent evidence indicates ' 

that this assumed positive relationship between SES and level 

of aspirations and expectations does not always hold (Kuvtesky' 

\ ,and JEdington, 1975). ■ " 

* ■ * 

6'. We acknowledge the 'assistance of'Juan Lugo in searching the 
^ literature. Heithe'r he nor we could locate a singi.e directly * 
relevant publ tshed , report of research, compatIng~m4jgf^ant; and ^ ' 
nonmigran't ^xicap-Amerlcan youth on status projections* * \ 

7.! For a more detailed d/scusslon of the study areas ^ schopts Involved, 
and the respondents, see'JCuvlesky and Monk (1975). 

S. Oue;^*;p,3i?/'ftxtremely skewed occupational distribution, responses wene 

categorlied as either High (professional, managerial, of^fi-cJal,^ , 
f/ gigmoUr, cterltal, saies, skilled worker) oj low (pperatlye^ Jaborr \ 
* er,' ddififestl'c)*. Students failing to respond to thVs^questton weVe 
gtyep 5ES ranking on;^tfie basis of the reported ^ducatJortaj level' 
oft^ather (High - sqme high school or above; Low - eighth grade^ - , 
or tes^),* , ' . / 



APPENDIX A:. (HOICATORS AHD MEASURES 



> % ^ , " Occopationa't Pr'ojectioos - 

Ocbupationai'aspiratioas were elicited from reSipondif\ts with the open-ended 
-fluestion^ *'rf you were, cotnpletely Tree' to choose any' job, what would you nost 
desire a, 1 Ifetime kind of work?'* ' Responses 'were coded Jnto a modified 
census classification of occupatrons which represents a hefrarchy of occupation* 
al prestige as follows: • ' . 

gccupattonal Aspiratiort Types i — Occupational Aspiration levels 

1. High Professional (doctor, - . , High , ^' 
'lawyer, scientist) * " 

2. Low Profess ionaJ (teacher, ■ * ' 
registered nurse) '\ ■ 

3- GlaiTpur (pro ball,' pop singer, . . , ^ 

pi^fot)" " ; 
4. HanageVtal (executive, run a 
, . , ^tore) , * , ' ^ 

5* -Clerical and Sales (typist*,, ' Jnttsrwdiate 

* secretary) ' * , . ' - ^ 

" b* Skilled lcarpfepter,'*forenipn, ' ' . , T , . 



^ «uto.(iiechaptcy 
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* ^ O^jejative (machine operator , Low 

bus driver), , f . .V - 
8. UnskHUd "(waitress; fam ' , , - ^ 

worker) / - ' 

9- 'riousewif^ ' ' 

' Occupa^loital expectations Were elicited from responses ^o the following 

1 ^ - ^ _ . . ' ' ' - 

questi^:. Sometimes we are not always* able to do^at we want .most. What kl^d 
of job dd,you realty expect to have mo&t of your life?" ' Responses were coded 
exactly t|ie' is^me Ss/for aspiratiqns- ' ' ' 



Educational Projections 



Educational Aspiration ' . *" 

If you could^have a; mch scbOojjng as ypu desired ^ which of the 
following would (you do? (Circle only one numberTT 

* f " * 

1 Quit school right now* 

2 Complete hi^h school. * * ^ « - 

3 Complete a business * -contnerciat (^electronics^ or some 
other technical program ^fter finishing^ high school* 

k Graduate from junior coll.eg^ep {i years). 

5 Gr'aduate from a. college, or university*; . . 

6 Complete additional ^studies aflTer^raduatrng frqm a ^college or 
university, ,* , ' , * ^ * 

* * ■ * 

Educat-ional Expectation 

What do you real ly expect to do^about your education? (cfrcle 
only one number) : * * . 

1 Jftuit school right now. ^ ' ^ " 

2 Complete high school « ' 

^* 3 Complete a business^ coiinbercial electronics^ or some other 
technical program after finishing high school* 
k Graduate f rom_ a j.unior college (2 year^)* ' 

5 Graduate from a college or university. _ 

6 Complete additional studies after graduating from a 
college or university* ^ ^ ■ . 
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Carriage and Faaity Project f oris ■ ■ 

^ ■ . ' « * 

t ■ ■ 

An exact replfca of the^stlnuitus questions utilized to obtatit responses 
on status projections "related to famriy development (l.e«, prdj«^ctejd age lof 
marrfage and procreation (family size)) is presented belovrj; ' ^ 



7* (a) Oo you viant to get married sonte day? '(Circle one'*nuni>er) : 

... 

\ Yes 2 Ho < 3 Already rarrled- 

If you answered yes , you-want to get marrl^ed, answer the following 
questions: 



(b) At what age would you like to get married 

(c) How many chlTdne'n do you wan t^' 



(d^How roa/iy children do^ you expect to have? 



(e) At- what age dp you really expect t<r get niarrred? ^[ 
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Valuation pf Life Ends 

~ : r 

"llsud below are a ntli^er of things that ao%t young 
people look forward to. Rank them in order of their lor 
pqr^nce to you. For the one you think is cost inportant, 
check number t In front of It; for the next cost Inpor* 
tant one, check nuacber 2-, and. so on untU you bave a iruro- 
ber checked for each one. Read over the entire Ust^ 
before answering the question. ICheck.oniy one number 
.beside each sentence and check each different nupber 

only onceTi ~ ' ' ' 

. " « r ' 

Or<ter of Importance to you - , * 

1 2 3 5 6 7 ' ^ 

Having lots of free time to do whaJt .1 want 

- - - . - - * To develop m/ mind and get all the educa- 

tion I want 

To earn as nnjch money as t can 

o ' . 

- - - ' * Getting the job t want roost 

\^ 

\ Living in "the kind of place t like best 

T Having the Kirld of house; car, furniture, 

and other things like this t^^nt 

\ To get, married and raise a fawity 

CHECKrYOUR ANSWER! You should have each number checked only once and 
a single number should be checked \for each statement . 



This operation pifocfuces a scale of valuatfon (rapklngs) ranging fron 1, 
xo 7. ''these were then grouped Into ''levels of vaiuatioh" categories as 

I ' c 

follovs: - . 

• * " , , ' Intermediate {i,^,S) 

^ Lw' \ * (6,7). . ' 

A te$t-petest reliability check ipdlca^es* that the broader 'Mevel 
categories have greater >eliabi J jty than the initial specific rank scores 
(Kuvle'^ty arid Uever^; 1375). * ■ 
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Table la. Higratit status by sex. 





" , 




Status - 


* Males " - 


Females 


Migrants 


(67) 


28? (53) 


Hon-Hi grants 


60? (99) 


72? (139) 


Total 


tool (166) ■ 


100? (192) 



-'5.9 P - -01 



Table tb. Migrant status by age. 



Age 



\k ■ 

f 

16 

i? 
18 

19 - 

Total 
H 

Jio Information- 



Hales, 



Hi grants Hon-HIgrants 
— % 



0 
21 

i 

2' 

67 
0 



8 

hi 
7 



1.00? 
98 
I 



Females 

Hi grants" Hon-HIgrants 
-% 



It 
.28 
itO 
17 

h 

0 

100? 
53 

■ 

0 



9 
1(2* 

in 

7 
2 
0 

100^ 
139 



Mean Age 
Median Age. 
Mode 



15.9 

16 

16 



.15.5 
16 
16 



15.8 
16 
-16 



15.7 
15 

15' ■ 
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Table 1c. Migrant status by school program. 



Schooi Program 

Academic 

General 

Vocational 



Hales' 

H-i grants Hon -Hi grants 




1)1 
23 



35 

39 
2$ 



Females 



Higrants Non-Higrants 

2,.% — : 



37 

^1 
22 



2$ 
15 



Total 
H 

No Information 



100% 
3 



100$ 
92 
7 



100$ 
51 
2 



100? 
127 

12 ' 



V 2 




' 2 


X - 


.55 




df • 


2 


df » 2 


p « 


.765 


. p « .09^ 



Table Id. -Migrant status by family SES. 



Females 



Higrants 
Non*Higrants 



Total 
H 



15 
85 



100% 
59 



Status 


High SES 


Low SES 


Hales 




— ^- 


Higrants 


25 


51 


Non-Higrants 


. 75 ■ 


ks 


Total 


100$ 


100$ 






99. 


- — ■ — 



33 
67 



100$ 
132 



t 
t 

,4 
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Tabtel^' Migrant status by parent's origins* 





Parent* 


5 <>r!glns 


Status 


Hex r CO' 


United States 


Hales 






Migrants 




30% 


Non-Migrants 




70% 


Tota 1 


100% 


1-00% 


H 


kz 


- 109 


Females ^ 






Migrants 


35% 


- 23%". 


Non-Migrants 


651 


77% 


Tota I 


106% 


iod% 


ft 


Sh 


129 


■ j 

Table If- Migrant status by general farm labor 'force 
participation-. 




General Farm Work 


Status 


yes 


No 


Males 


1 




Migrants 

o 


58 


19 


Hon^Higrants 




8i 


Total 


100?^ ' 


' . ' 100% 


H " * 


85 




Females 






Migrants 


■i53 


1.3 


Mon-Migrants ' 


7' 


87 


Total 


\ 

100% 


)00% 


N 


27 


155, 
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APPENDIX C t 
T-able la. Migrant status by occupat tonaj aspiration - low SES. 



— 


Males' 


2 

Females 


Level of Aspiration' 


Ml^ran ts 




ni^ran ts 


non~ni gr3fi ts 
* 


High 


so 


58 


61 


69 ■ • 


Intermedtajte 


35 


28 


29 


31 


low 


5 


U 


11 


0 


Total 




100? 


101? 


1 001 


N _ 


ko 


■.'•3 


38 


88 


Wo Information 


10 


$ 


5 


J 
















=2.07 ' 




« 9.6 






•= 2 


df 


- 2 






»/.356 


P 


« -.008. 
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Table tb* Migrant status by occupational expectation - tow SES. 



1 2 
Hales Females 



level of Expectation Higrants Non-Htgrants Hi grants Non-Hi grants 

r ^ 



— 



High 61 58- 32 .53 

Intermediate 29 36 • ■ , k\ . ■ 3? 

Low .10 6 . ''I? ]k 



Total 100? 1.00? • '100? $$% 

m 

N . 31* - 36 '37 - 77 

No Inforiaation 19 13 ^ 6 ^ -12 

t = .66 - 5 

df - 2 * * df - 2 . 

. p ?. .72it . ^ " .080 
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Table Ic. Migrant status by occupational anticipatory goal deflection * 
low SES. 



I 2 
Hales Females 



Goal Deflection Hiqrants Hon-*Hi grants Migrants Hon-Higrants 

^. ^ % .-r --^ 

None ' ' 80 79 5^ 70 

Positive "6 12 * 5 ^ 

Negative 13 * 9^ 39 - 26 

Total ^ loo? 100? 100? 

N ' • 30 34 36 76 

No Information 20 I5 7 * 13 ■ 

1 • 

* ,1/ , 2/ , . 

X = .7^^ - 2.17 

df - 2 ■ df » 2 

p » .696 p - .338 



Table 2a* Migrant status by educational aspiration - low SES., 

I ' 2 
• Males Females 

Level of Aspiration Migrants Non-Hi grants Migrants Hbn-Hi grants 

-?-r— ^ 

College ;>fo5^t Crad, 
Work < • 18 - 20 JO ' 28 

m m m - (**9) 

College Graduation 28 25 36 21 ' 

* 

Some College or Tech. • • , 

School 26 (26) 37 (37) - 29.(29). 38 (38) 

High School Grada~ 

ation 26 ■ 18 26 12 

(28) (18) ' (26) (12) 

Quit High -School '- 2 0 0*0 

Total ■ ' J 00% 100? J 01% 100? 

« 50 kS k2 89 ■ 

No "Information 0 0' .1 , 0 

- . * ■ ■ , y II ■ 

= 1.91 X^.« hA\ 

- df = 2 s df » 2' • 

y p » .612 p « , 126 
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Table 2b. Migrant status 


by educational expectation 


- low, SES. 




Level of Expectation/ 


Hales 


I- 


Females^ 


Migrants Non-Ht grants 


Ki grants Non-Higrants 


Col lege - Post Grad. 
Work 

College Graduation 


6 

m 

38 


20 

(AO) 

20 


. 2 

(30) 
28 • 


12 

(Al) 

29 


Some College or 
Tech. School 


22 (22) 


' 33 (33) 


30 (30) 


35 (35) 


High School Gradua- 
tion 

Quit High SfHiool 

• 


m 

J. 


(27) 

U 


m 

U 


(2M 

U 


Total ^ ■ 


\oo% 


100? 


.1001 ■ ' 


• 1 001 






■ Ms . 




' 89 


No Information 


0 


0- 


0. : 


"• 0 . 


• 


u 




2 / . 










' -x^ - 


3.73 ■ ^ 






* • 

2 


- df * 


2 


^ 




.532 


,P » 


.153 ' * . 
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Table 2c. Migrant status by educational anticipatory ^oa\ deflection -' 
low SES, J 



T 

Kates Femaies 



Goal Deflection 


^ Migrants Hon-Hlgrants 


Migrants 


Hon-Migrants 


Hone 


t * 


73 ' 


71 


61 


Pos 1 1 i ve 




10 


5 


7 


Hegat 1 ve 


22 


16 


2^1 


33 


Total 


1 001 


. sst 


100% 


lOU 


H 


50 


ks 


k2 


89- 


Ho Information 


0 ^; 


0 


I 


0 


• 

if 


I/'. 


« 1.76 


If 






df 


= 2 


df 






P 


= -582 





i^'.5o8 - 



/ 



ERIC 



V 



40 



^* * * 
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Table 33^Wa''3nt status by desired age of marriage - Iow-SeI- 



Age'Leve^ ^ ' 



'Hates 



1 



Kiyants KoQ-Hlg'r^ts 

\ ^ _ j_ ^ ^ ^^^^ ^^^^^^ ^ _ ■ 



Migrants . Hon*Hi grants 





2 • . ' 


MO 




17 


. * ' * "..20^2^ years 




33 


, ■ 58 • 




■ ' ' 7—^/23 ys^s an^ above . , 


' 50- 


. 57 


* 28 




, --'^T—r 




: 100% 


• 100% 


r ' , , 

■ 100% 








- *i,3 ' 


89 


* Mo Inforcation 


k ■ 


• 0 


■ 0 


- - 0 





4,01 


d'f = 


2 


■■ p « 


.132 

J 



4 



2/ 



X ^ .27 
df » 2 
. p » .873' 



"TT" 



1 ^ ' 



ERIC 



4.1 



Table'Jb. Migrant- status by expected age at nsrriage -'low §£S. 



Age Level 



niJes 



,13 years antf^'b^tew 








17' 

1 




J8 


20*22 years 

* * 












.61. 

* * 

21 * 

' r 


23 ,y^rs and above " ^ 






56 r 


' 2^1 




Total . - ^ 
H 

* * 


*u t 

: 1,1, 










. 100?. 

J? 

87, ' • 


Mo Infornetion ' 

t 






1 










. v.. 

* ' * ^ 




< ■ * ■ 
. , ■ *■ 


- V . : 




.18 . 








2 ■ 




df « 




1 


t . ' , * 

*^ ' 


. ' * 
p = 


•592 * ' 






.913 ■ 



* 



ERIC 



i2 



^Table 3c. Kigrant status by nscber of Jchildren^desirM * 'loW S£S. 



— "--thjuib^ of Children 
Desired 



Average (3*:^) 
Large' (5 <?r more) 



Kales 



Fernales 



Migrants Hoa^Hrg rants 



Migrants Hon*>tf grants 



32 








30 


4r ... 




' 'w 


38 * 


24 . ; ': . 


IS : 


■ m 



Total 


100^ 






100? 


100? ■■. 


H 


V 






43 . 


88 . , 


>io Information 


3 




is 


• 0 














* * - 








« 2:3^ ■ 




.05, * ' 

» t > 


/ 




idf 


= *2 




2 . 


4 




P 


« .310 . 


■ ■ : . p • 


-975; • . 



ERIC 



43 



* ' .4 



^1 



* ' *■ * 

Table 3d* Mfgrant status by fiumbef of childre^^^^SSpecterf * low SES. 



• 

tttr^er of 
GhMdren Expected 






• c "■ 

FcSpales^ 


HJgraAts Hon*HIqrants 




K6;t-Hi9 rants 


Small (0-2) 


V 26 


• ■ 'It 

. ■ . ■ ^3 . 


— i 

^' 26 
• 


37 


Average (3-^) 


30 




• 58 ' 


56 


. Large (5 or inpre) 






^ 16 

■ ■ • * 


27 ■ 


Total ■ 


loot 


^ ' . ,■ - 
^9 ,. ■ 


'100% 

38 , ■ 


86 


- : , 

Hb Infomatioii 




\ ' ' 0 




• 


* r ' 


• 




'. ir \ 


- 5-22' . ■ 


& • - 


1 


* < 


- * 'df 


-'2 *^' 




• 




•P 


; 

- .072 , ^ 

• 



.v: 
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